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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Benjamin Lee Taylor, III, appeals his conviction and sentence for
manufacturing counterfeit United States currency in violation of 18
U.S.C. § 471 (1994). Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

On appeal, Taylor asserts that the district court abused its discre-
tion in permitting the Government to cross-examine him regarding a
specific instance of conduct relevant to Taylor's credibility. Evidenti-
ary rulings are reviewed by this court for abuse of discretion and are
subject to harmless error review. See United States v. Brooks, 111
F.3d 365, 371 (4th Cir. 1997).

We find that the district court did not abuse its discretion in permit-
ting cross-examination of Taylor about a prior specific instance of
conduct. Under Fed. R. Evid. 608(b), a specific instance of conduct
that is probative of Taylor's character for truthfulness or untruthful-
ness may be inquired into on cross-examination in the discretion of
the trial court. The court must balance the evidence's probative value
against the "danger of unfair prejudice, confusion of the issues, or
misleading the jury." Fed. R. Evid. 403. The appraisal of the proba-
tive and prejudicial value of evidence is entrusted to the sound discre-
tion of the trial court and its appraisal, absent extraordinary
circumstances, will not be disturbed. See United States v. Simpson,
910 F.2d 154, 157 (4th Cir. 1990). We have reviewed the record and
are satisfied that the district court made a proper appraisal of the pro-
bative and prejudicial value of this evidence.

Accordingly, we affirm Taylor's conviction and sentence. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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